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TITLE XVI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SEC. 1601. REIMBURSEMENT OF RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, AND MAINTENANCE
COSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later August 1, 2001,
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation shall
promulgate final regulations to carry out
section 522(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 522(b)), without regard to—

(1) the notice and comment provisions of
section 5563 of title 5, United States Code;

(2) the Statement of Policy of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture effective July 24, 1971
(36 Fed. Reg. 13804), relating to notices of
proposed rulemaking and public participa-
tion in rulemaking; and

(3) chapter 35 of title 44, United States
Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork
Reduction Act”).

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY
RULEMAKING.—In carrying out this section,
the Corporation shall use the authority pro-
vided under section 808 of title 5, United
States Code.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The final regulations
promulgated under subsection (a) shall take
effect on the date of publication of the final
regulations.

———

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 20,
2001

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Tuesday, March 20. I further ask unani-
mous consent that on Tuesday, imme-
diately following the prayer, the Jour-
nal of proceedings be approved to date,
the morning hour be deemed expired,
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then resume consider-
ation of S. 27, the campaign finance re-
form bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCcCONNELL. I further ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess from the hours of 12:30
p.m. until 2:15 p.m. for the weekly pol-
icy conferences to meet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

PROGRAM

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will begin consideration of an-
other amendment to the campaign fi-
nance reform bill beginning at 9:30 a.m.
tomorrow. A vote is expected to occur
at approximately noon, prior to ad-
journing for the weekly party con-
ferences. When the Senate reconvenes
at 2:15, further amendments will be of-
fered. By a previous agreement, there
will be up to 3 hours of debate prior to
a vote in relation to amendments.
Therefore, Senators may expect votes
approximately every 3 hours through-
out the day.

————

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCCONNELL. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, I now ask unanimous consent that
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the Senate stand in adjournment under
the previous order following the re-
marks of Senator LIEBERMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
I thank the Senator from Kentucky.

———

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to speak about S. 27, the so-called
McCain-Feingold campaign finance re-
form proposal, of which I am honored
to be a cosponsor.

In taking up this proposal today, the
Senate is embarking on a historic jour-
ney. Over the next couple of weeks, we
will have an opportunity to do some-
thing that is really quite rare around
here; that is, to debate, consider, and
ultimately vote on the essential nature
of our political system. That vote I be-
lieve will have a significant effect on
the vitality and, indeed, on the viabil-
ity long term of our Democrat democ-
racy.

No less than our forefathers who
drafted the Constitution, we will be
asked in the days ahead to take a stand
on how we believe our Government
should work and to whom its leaders
should be held accountable.

These are the questions we will be
considering and debating in this pro-
posal:

Do we want a government in which
power comes from the people, and
those who are privileged to exercise
that power are ultimately accountable
to the people?

Will we uphold the ideal of our de-
mocracy so that the passion and force
with which people articulate their
views and the votes that they cast on
election day are the means through
which they influence our Government’s
direction, or do we want a system
where the size of a person’s wallet or
the depth of an interest group’s bank
account count more than a person’s
views or votes?

I do not believe that anyone in this
body would embrace the latter vision
of our Republic. But that is precisely, I
believe, where our Government is head-
ed if we do not enact the bill we are de-
bating today. For too many years, we
have allowed money and the never end-
ing chase for it to undermine our polit-
ical system, to breed cynicism among
our citizens, and to compromise the es-
sential principle of our democracy.
For, after all, America is supposed to
be a country where every citizen has an
equal say in the Government’s deci-
sions, and every citizen has an equal
ability, in the words of the Constitu-
tion, to petition the Government for a
redress of grievances.

As that great observer of America’s
Democratic genius Alexis de
Tocqueville put it when he analyzed
our Nation’s political system during
the 19th century:

The people reign in the American political
world as the Deity does in the universe. They
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are the cause and the aim of all things; ev-
erything comes from them, and everything is
absorbed in them.

How far we have come. I question
whether any current observer of Amer-
ican politics could repeat de
Tocqueville’s statement with a
straight face.

Look at what has become of our sys-
tem. Virtually every day in this city
an event is held where the price of ad-
mission far exceeds what the over-
whelming majority of Americans can
ever dream of giving to a candidate or
a political party. For $1-, $5-, $10-, $50-
or $100,000, wealthy individuals or in-
terest groups can buy the time of can-
didates and elected officials, gaining
access and thereby influence that is far
beyond the grasp of those who have
only their voice and their votes to
offer.

Our national political parties pub-
licly tout the access and influence big
donor donations can buy. One even ad-
vertises on its web site that a $100,000
donation will bring meetings and con-
tacts with Congressional Ileadership
throughout the year, and tells us it is
““‘designed specifically for the Wash-
ington-based corporate or PAC rep-
resentative’> a donor group whose
entry price is $15,000.

For that amount, the party’s web site
tells us, donors get into a club whose
agenda ‘‘is simple—bringing the best of
our party’s supporters together with
our congressional leadership for a con-
tinuing, collegial dialogue on current
policy issues.”

Needless to say, the political parties
selling these tickets to access and in-
fluence have found buyers aplenty. In
1997, 1 spent the better part of a year
participating in the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee’s investigation into
campaign finance abuses during the
1996 campaign. Our attention was riv-
eted by marginal hustlers such as
Johnny Chung who compared the
White House to a subway, saying, ‘“You
have to put in coins to open the gates,”
and Roger Tamraz, who told us that he
did not even bother to register to vote
because he knew that his donations
would get him so much more.

Appalling as these stories were, they,
in the end, obscured a far greater scan-
dal; that is, the far more prevalent col-
lection of big soft dollar donations
comes not from opportunistic hangers
on but from mainstream corporations,
unions and individuals.

Staggering amounts have gone to
both political parties. During the elec-
tion cycle that just ended, the parties
collectively raised $1.2 billion, almost
double the amount raised in 1998, and
37 percent more than in the last Presi-
dential cycle.

The bulk of those increases came in
the form of soft money—the unlimited
large dollar donations from individuals
and interest groups. Republicans raised
$244.4 million in soft money while
Democrats raised $243 million. For Re-
publicans, it was a 73-percent increase
over the last cycle, and for Democrats
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it nearly doubled what they raised dur-
ing the last cycle.

When compared to election cycles
further back, the numbers become all
the more jolting. The 1996 soft money
record that was blown away by this cy-
cle’s fundraising was itself 242 percent
higher than the 1992 soft money fund-
raising in the case of Democrats and in
the case of Republicans 178 percent
higher. The roughly $262 million in
party soft money raised in 1992, itself,
dwarfed the approximately $19 million
raised in the 1980 cycle, and the $21.6
million raised in the 1984 cycle was also
dwarfed by those numbers.

The bottom line is that since soft
money, and the loophole that allowed
it into our political system, entered
the system some 20 years ago, it has
grown exponentially in each cycle,
from barely $20 million in total in 1980
to nearly $5600 million—a half a billion
dollars—last year. And it is difficult to
see any end in sight to this exponential
growth of soft money except S. 27, the
McCain-Feingold campaign finance re-
form proposal.

Is it any wonder, with these numbers,
that the American people—they who
are supposed to be the true source of
our Government’s authority—have
been so turned off by politics that
many of them no longer trust our Gov-
ernment or even bother to vote?

This must end or our noble journey
in self-government will veer further
and further from its principled course.
When the price of entry to our democ-
racy’s discussions starts to approach
the average American’s annual salary,
something is terribly wrong. When we
have a two-tiered system of access and
influence—one for the average volun-
teer and one for the big contributor—
something is terribly wrong. And when
the big contributor’s ticket is for a
front-row seat, while the voter’s is for
standing room only, something is most
definitely terribly wrong.

Our opponents will continue, I under-
stand, to see the situation differently.
Money, they tell us, is just speech in
another form. And the outlandish in-
creases we have seen in political giv-
ing, they say, are actually signs of the
vibrancy of our marketplace of ideas.
It is a market place all right, but what
is for sale is most certainly not ideas,
and what is threatened most certainly
is not free speech.

Free speech is a principle we all hold
dear. But free speech is about the in-
alienable right every American has to
express his or her views without Gov-
ernment interference. It is about the
vision the framers of our Constitution
enshrined in that great document, a vi-
sion that ensures both we in Congress
and those outside—every citizen—will
never be forced to compromise our
American birth right to offer opinions,
even and particularly when those are
unpopular or discomforting to those in
power.

That simply is not at issue in this de-
bate, not at issue as a result of the
McCain-Feingold proposal. Absolutely
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nothing in this bill will do anything to
diminish or threaten any American’s
right to express his or her views about
candidates running for office or about
any problem or any issue in American
life. Indeed, if more money in the sys-
tem were a sign of more Americans
speaking and more Americans being
better informed, then we would have
significantly more vibrant elections,
dramatically more informative cam-
paigns, increasingly larger voter turn-
out, and better and better public de-
bates than we had 20 years ago before
soft money exploded onto the scene.

I challenge anyone in this body or
outside to say that is the case. It most
certainly is not. To the contrary, this
campaign finance reform proposal
would actually enhance our polity’s
free speech rights. Under the current
system, the voice of monied interests
drowns out the voice of average Ameri-
cans, often preventing them from being
truly heard in our public policy de-
bates. In that sense, it is the current
system, with its addiction to soft
money and all its maleffects, that lim-
its free speech, and it is this bill, the
McCain-Feingold bill, that will restore
Americans’ true ability to exercise
their rights of expression without limit
and with full effect.

In short, Mr. President, what would
be threatened by this bill is not speech
but something entirely different, the
ever increasing and disproportionate
power that those with money have in
our political system. That is threat-
ening a principle that I would guess all
of us hold just as dearly—perhaps more
dearly—as the principle of free speech,
and that is the principle of democracy,
that literally sacred ideal that shaped
our Republic and still does, which
promises that each person has one vote
and that each and every one of us, to
paraphrase the words from the Bible,
from the heads of the tribes to the
priests of the temple to the hewers of
wood and the bearers of water, each of
us has an equal right and an equal abil-
ity to influence the workings of our
government.

As it stands now, it is that sacred
principle—I use that adjective inten-
tionally—that is under attack. It is
that sacred principle that will remain
under attack until we do something to
protect it. That something, I submit, is
campaign finance reform.

Unless we act to reform our cam-
paign finance system, people with
money will continue, as they give it, to
have a disproportionate influence in
our system. The American people will
continue to lose faith in our govern-
ment’s institutions and their independ-
ence, and the genius of our Republic,
that it is our citizenship, not our sta-
tus, that gives each of us equal power
to play a role in our country’s govern-
ment, will be lost.

Before yielding the floor, I will say a
couple of words about some of the al-
ternative plans that have been pro-
posed. As do Senators MCCAIN and
FEINGOLD, I welcome any sincere effort
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at reform. None of us would ever pre-
sume to say that our way is the only
way. What we will absolutely reject is
any suggestion that something is re-
formed just because a person who pro-
poses it says it is reformed.

The problem we are dealing with, as
I have said this evening, is that there
is too much money in the system com-
ing from sources such as corporations
and unions that under our laws are not
supposed to be contributing to these
national elections at all and coming
from individuals who, since the post-
Watergate reforms, were supposed to
give a limited amount, no more than
$2,000 to any one campaign. Anyone
with a proposal that does not address
this critical problem, which is the
problem of soft money and the loophole
that has invited it, is not proposing re-
form. That is the essence of what this
is about. It is that simple, ultimately.

For example, I have heard some say
that true campaign finance reform re-
quires so-called paycheck protection. I
oppose that principle on its merits. It
is a bad idea under any circumstances.
There are others who support McCain-
Feingold who disagree with me and
support paycheck protection who think
it is a good idea. All of us should be
able to agree that whatever we think of
paycheck protection on its own, it is
not campaign finance reform. It won’t
get a single dollar that should not be in
our political system out of the system.
It won’t do a single thing to stop the
most malignant aspect of our campaign
finance system today, which is unlim-
ited soft money.

The bottom line is this: For too long
we have watched as our Nation’s great-
est treasure, its commitment to de-
mocracy, has been pillaged by the ever
escalating chase for money. It is time
for this Senate to say that enough is
enough, to remove the disproportionate
power of some over our political sys-
tem, and to restore the political influ-
ence and confidence to where our Na-
tion’s founding principles say it should
be—with the people, with the voters.

Over the next couple of weeks, impor-
tant weeks in the history of this Sen-
ate and Nation, that is what we can do.
I pray that we will.

I thank the Chair. I thank my col-
leagues.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 420

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that with re-
spect to S. 420, amendments numbered
43, 54, and 66 be modified or further
modified with the changes at the desk.
These changes are needed to make
technical corrections.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments, as modified, are as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 43, AS MODIFIED

On page 134, line 11 of amendment number
68, strike ‘‘discharge a debtor’” and insert
‘“‘discharge an individual debtor’’.
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